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‘the desire for only one chila runs counter to ‘the we 


prevailing social norms, and understanding of such mothers’ motives we 


_. sociodemographic differences. were discovered differentiating women res 


values the findings generally supported the hypothésis that wogen 


may illuminate their interactions with and influences on the only ~ 
child. In‘the present study a sample of 583 married women aged 18 to / 


-49 was interviewed to examine (1) the incidence of.women desiring * 


only children.and the sociodemographic factors associated with this 

desire, and (2) the telative rewards and costs of parenthood as 

perceived by women désiring various family sizes. Previous | 4 ‘ 
researchers’ findings were confirmed; showing that the desire to have © ee 
only one child is not common. However, no significant . ‘ 


desiring various family sizes. On the positive values of parenthood,, © 1 
women desiring.an only child’ feel intermediate between those desiring 
no children and those wanting two or more children. On the negative 


desiring only one child were more concerned about additional children . 
reducing their freedom and alternative role options than were women ~ 
wanting two or more children. Finally, it was shown that women 
desiring only-etrildren rated the personal benefits of _parenthood 
involving the relationship between parent and child as high’as aa 
other women. (Author) © 
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‘In considering the only child, it -may be frudtéul to isscpina ‘certain oe 


‘ characteristics of uothers of only children shat may fntiisedcs them, to desire 
a particular fdaily wine) influence their tnceractions with their child, . | “ 
and sontribute to: the only child's own cliaracteristics. The actual . 
chatacterietics of mothers are also tnportant in thet they can be compared 


with common stereotypes rexetiing what uothers ‘of only ehtLéren are Ite. : ' 


Most people agree that having an Cy. chia is not a desirable behavior — a 
. (for reviews of atk atudton see Thompson, . 19765! ‘Blake, 11966). Even 
college students aa it iasee more appealing. ‘toh have no chitdren shin to 
* have one child Prhompecn & Appelbaum, 1867), a more khan halt (52 per- 
} cent) of the members of zero Population “crowth, ‘a group known: for its . 
beliefs regarding Limitation of conception, spear to site the ‘generat ~ oy i 
population's okeative stecnatree ‘of one-child families (Fawcett, 197i). 3 e . wer: 


_ Thus, the belief has arisen | : ° parents of § y children are. selfich, “ 


nt , neurotic, aka: and othe 4 é maladjusted (Rainwater, 1965; Kesler, n.d). Ne a 
the: parent that has penerally borne the brunt of the walghe for having. these ig 
}- uridesirable. characteristics is the snthad/ (Thompson, 1974). ta part this ts 
_ because most researcher's have ignored fathers of. only” children since To 
* i usually is Aap totely assumed that the mother's behavior and characté istics 


have more influence ss har progeny daa does the father" $ behavior and 
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tg contrast to saad common stereotype of mothers of only children, the. 


—- : : . * ‘Limited research that. is available generally has. fatted | £0 find many. per=_ 
a sonality characteristics associated ‘v ‘with actual or. desired fantiy size | 


a be 


(e.g, Terhune, 1974; ‘@estoff, Potter & Sagi, 1963; Westof£, Potter, Sagi s 


oL, we & Mishler, nee Anong the few personality charaskeristics™ that have | ae | . 
ae ce = 
been relited to maller fomily” sie desires are sex-role traditionalism ; 


+ (lott, 1973 », modernity (Gough, 1973) and fentnintty (Gough, 1973). Despite : 


“+, declining d 


we 
"istics - 8 correlated. “with family size are somewhat more clearcut. "Women | , ee 
, - a 
wt desire malier families are knawn to be™ of higher education and occu : ! 
a : es 
-pattonal status (Whelpton, Campbell & Patterson, SEB) s and are less likely 


ad 


eraphic. differentials in fereitticy, “demographic character- 


a 


: to be Catholic (Ryder & Westoff, 1972) than those who desire’ large families. 
- However, the ‘number of women in these surveys who desire an only child has “! 
_ Senerally been so — that detatied analyses of only child womén have, / e 
been ignored. oes 2 _ . } 
Ce ‘Atthough studies of motivation for parenthood and psychological” a 
“determinants of” actual and desired family, size (e.g., Terhune, 19735 gi a 
“tendene & Jacana, vias Townes et ‘ald , 1974; _ Bécknan 1976) have: com i 3 5 “4 
pared reasons “for desiring various family sizes, pacpnae: ‘of the small i 3 
“number of women who desire an only child (Thompson, 1974; Blake, 19665, os 
Rainwater, 1965) the factors motivating ’ these ‘atypical, women to hava only 
: ae ‘children have not specifically been: explored: dg most !womeia voluntarily ; 
“\ choose mie have an only child or is an x only birth generally ee e re 
with subfecundity among women?: This peper Lefaiven ‘the factors that ” 


, . “inf luence/or motivate women to desire an only child despite significant | 


child and women who desire more thar one child. 
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\ i } eeicarnanl da that. women who. want an Ae ents like ieee less 


i* ’ € Pexsbcce 
Ne this iu may consider as more eachiaias than’ ‘do other a sevtada’ ‘ 


volve or the chica tasks cheaiveivdas Botnet bypothesis is that watt _ B% 
women’ are more interested or involved ‘in other ‘role ‘options (euch as ra 
le ‘ zs: 
enployment, ee attainmedt ‘or a career) with which pareduipnd may “ 


hd 


interfere than are the o fey of women. ei | & 


ata ibe a 6s. mneeles Eouney representative sample of 583 currently 
eae : aged 18 to 49 will be discussed. ‘First, ‘the ineigence of 

a women who desire an only child and the sociodemographic. factors associated i . 
with such desires will be delineated. Then, the values (Lees rewards ard ~. 
costs) of parenthood ‘tn general, agditional children and employment. sad 

be compared for those wha aenee different fautly sizes. While some lof,” ’ 

_ these Values pele be the capute of ‘atdonalization associated with attaining | 

a family size not initially desired, others may be motivating: factors that i: ao 
influence: women to aa an only’ child. Although admittedly ‘dt ta difficult . 

: ‘— to separate hein on sources ‘of. variance dina Aeiesectonst anai}eis. al 

e “auch as as as present oe women's currently percatved- valves of children - seed 


"sie ‘hex’ observed “A influence behavioral intentions regarding additional 


childbearing - so Ri in press; ‘Davidson & Jaccard, 1975; Townes et ali, %.*, 


+ 3974 3 thus, future ferpilicy. oe a 
? tea “3 i ie Method 
: : ai ' xe * ' “ ‘ ” 
i Sample gene ee , “ 5 ro 
rail 


A miitiecage area probability sample a 383" eles ose 18 to 49, 


SUSE SAEEY married and living with spouse. sae ‘jos angayes County, was “selected 


__ tag the Los hieaias Metropolitan ree ‘Survey (LAMAS) sampling. ie . 


eal ae . This county frama bas constructed by arranging all county block /eroupst = 
%, : : | ‘ . A pe. 3 ‘ “ Pa id 


v 


“(the prinary sampling unit) ‘fate 10 i ecpemlic regions. Within each re- 
"gies primary sampling units were assigned. to strata on the basis of 
ey the percentage of housingfuntts: vith an Anglo head ‘of: household, -- 
me the percentage of ovner-occupted housing, and c) an index of eae 
"value. “Within ‘each stratum, the primary sampling units (eh block groups) _ 
were eemy ted with prababiieetes Proparttonel to size (teas! ee number of 
_ ‘houadng. units). a : 
r, The overall: refusal rate for the Ney 20.6 percent. Comparison 
ere the demographic characteristics of, the sample with ajailer data both 
from -1970, Los Angales Corinty Census and. from more recent county-repre- 
sentative. qurveya ‘and population eatimaths stows that differences between " 
the characteristics of the ‘present sample and the more. general county dis- 
tribution, on, busca variables are well within tolerable ree: ro ce fas ; 
Although the presen = had a greater proportion of ‘pinority women 
and « higher family income ‘tha a one percent sample of, similar women in : 
the 1970 Los Angeles County Census, income level mee, the proportion of... & 
saneiey ‘Mitte have been: increasing in Loe Ange es ‘County. since 1970: o re 
(Roof, 1975). | ‘ 
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“Procedures “< 


pencedueee to provide an overview ot the ate and ‘stor the. residents e 
that an. interviewer would: be contacting then. . Interviewers were 2 required, 


to make five ‘callbacks at various times at a residence, if necessary, =e Bs 


“= 


wal fi 
obtain screening data to determine eligibility and to contact an eligible a 


>a 


respondent ta order to ) explain the general purpose of the etudy and Sete: 
the “eligible-voman' s voluntary. participation in the survey. If aie than \ 
“+ one @ eligible ‘resided at the household, only one (chosen according to 


gileatiod procedures ‘outlined by. Kish -[1965]) was interviewed. ‘Each*fe- 
i 5 . A : = / t 


e 


qpoudeny participated ina + pearnat ‘interview during which a female in- 
ne terviews: followed a standardized -schedule of structured and’ ‘open-end 


‘> — es pone 


questions that averaged 70 minutes in length. _ | | 
Instruments . ; - = . 
| The interview schedule included questions regarding the satisfactions 
and coats of parenthood and employment, fertility and contraceptive history, -_ ; 
desired family size, narital, employment and sdocactonsl history and other * -¢ 
demographic data. Structured questions assessed the satiafactions and 
costs of parenthood in general (38 ‘tenn’ exploynent (27 items) and an 
additional child (47 items). Each statement was rated by the a Z 


on a seven-point importance scale ranging , from “Ly ".0£ No rtance a: 
expanded “ 


to."7," Extrenaly ‘Importat 
veraion of an inetrumedt: used in apr study of the Car for 
«parantiiood of: 123 employed women eckman, 1974). Desire for children was ne 
assessed by the question "If you seit have just what you wanted, altogether 

__ how many children would you like to have, that is, how large of a family 

would you want?" Sh | : : 

~ te — si : a ana de i ae lg . 


Proportion und Characteristics of Who Want ah Only Child 


ee! eee — - ener 


© ve ‘shown’ in Table 4, ‘the first strong finding to emerge deou the 
data ts that, as in preyious 5 scuttle, desize for an.only child is 


not a common trait, ara 19 percent of, ‘che women currently had one BS 
child, only three percent (W = 18) of the 583, women in the sample seated | 
that they desired an only child. Thus, most gl who currently tak nk ss 
‘child (84 percent) desired and planned: to — at least one additional ® : 
"child before the end of ‘their childbearing years. ‘All but one:of the 

18 women who, wanted an only child actually had. one child; one ak had 


~ 
’ 
¥ ba hd ; . ‘ U 


ee ‘ 


‘ parenthood is more time consuming than: sancsaley anticipated and that 


e 
‘ 


two children, but desired sit one. - Womdn who desired an only child re 


: _somenrhat, more 1thaly - ‘to reget subbecundsey’, than were other women: hy , 


“three percent of those wha desired one child reported pabhacdtey in 
their fertility histories while only 14 percent of those who desired 


aS 
® 


or more children eaported subfecundity. 
Desire for ‘one child and desire for no children were sppecxiontety 

- equally Itkely te occur in the sample. Twelve childless women ‘(and five — 

women of higher parities): destred no children ag compared to 18 women yhe 

desired one child. The number most frequently produced and desired \ 


three or more (N = 146) rather than two children (N = 92), probably because 


ot the older barth cohorts in this. © ie. 4 


mahe tines as = childless women desired two or more children 


conte’ to remain childless. The finding that none of the women who were 
childless deatred one child could indicate ee only after a woman ei 
child does she grow to like and desire the one child state. While the 

use of crose-sectional data from certain birth cohorts to draw generaliza- 
ttomt pene: Tongt tudinal changea in individual fertility desisas is 

at best tricky, a hypothesis for future longitudinal research might be that 
-nog-subfecund one-child women are iikely to-lower-their family pize 

r deaivea: after a firet bizth, pacause they find they do not like the 


parenthood role as well as had bien. anticipated or they realise that 


additional childbearing wou’ toterfere with desirable alternative acti-~ 
vities and role options. _s* 
‘Demographic differences between women desiring one child and other 


women in the sate generally were nor significant. | However, those de- 


, eiring one child were sonevhat older (36.33 versus 34.03) and were sone- 


ae a A 7. ¢ . r , 


a 
I 


+ 


what less itealy to be Catholic (22 iam versus 41 percent) than the 


ek ; ss be total sample... a pate ae cs eo =H - ; i - ‘ 2 n ei 
2 The Values of Parenthood for nen Who Want on Only Chi 


One ee prated in'the introduction was that ghous ne desire 
; ~ ‘One ius like children less or receive fewer benefits ‘from iheeceere 
with chiddrea than do' vomen who vant wore children, In general, this pre- 
as diction appeared to be upheld teen Table 2); F-teste revealed that when: | 
queattoned about the values of parenthood in general those who desired © 


one child rated as lease beate the challenge aspects of parenthood 


(p-<.01), that te is fun to’ be around children (p <.01) and enjoynent of 
aaslaalael activities (p <.02) than did women who desired two or more children. . 
Those who desired one child also were significantly less. ae to believe _ 

i in the depnectiina of having a fanily, the positive benefits of children on 

| marriage and the importance of children as an aepviuaioh of love toward 

the husband (p <.01). Most other values (e.g., enjoyment of children, ; (spre 
fujftiiment, imortality, companionship, self-deyelopment, social contri- | 
_ bution) received oe (although, not: significantly lover). seals ee ee ee 


“ 


A; ; patane among women ‘who wanted an only child than among those want 

: “% emare children. As might be expected, those women who preferred te ‘ 
<2 leseness generally rated most satisfactions of parenthood (e.g., liking ’ 

| i+ for children's activities, pride in child's accomplishment, ehildren: as. es, 2 
fajoyable or fun, fulti ; 
f ‘the only child vomen. 


t) significantly lower, in jeeteciarartlian did 


@ 


. ee 
® | 
paatnet iepothaate, was ‘that sais child women ‘would see pines. euete 


involved in ag i with children then vould women who, desired 


a larger number of children As shown. Table’ 3, this nrpotherta was 


y . 
hwo Spy Bees. 
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: : \ S 3 ‘ 
generally not supported. However, those who desired one child perceived 


vs the = tnvolved- in “parenthood as a more: important cost than did” 


women who desired more than one child (p <-05), and they vere more con. <7 
cerned about the limitation of freedom that parenthood entailed’ (p < 01), 
which lends support to the hypothesis that these women vere more interested. | 
or involved in alternative activities or role options. Although differ- 
ences were not significant, women that Pe an only child also were 
somewhat more likely to currently be employed full-time (44 perdent vergus 
31 percent) wad had been employed a larger’ ‘proportion of the time since . 


marriage (58 percent versus 48 percent) than had other women, 


: Since the rewards and costs discussed thus far reflect assessment 
i issn am, ~ cs ; 
of parenthood in general rather than future parenthood, the concern about | 


limitation of freedom could indicate that only child women are peencon, 
_ who find the edjuatnnt to having a child difficult in terms of Limitation 


of other roles ana ‘activities sod who, iavatcce, may lower their fertility 
destres. _However, limitation of employment is not rated as a more ‘smportant 
cost of parenthood by those desiring only children. Those who desired an 
only child actually saw lower sabia costs (p <.05) and less worry and 


| concern e@ <. 05) anuccsabet with pieiicioss than did women who desired 


“Arse 


higher parities, — a .- * Be 


i 
The Values of Employment Among Women Who Desire an Only Child | 
No significant differences occurred on the positive or negative valida 
of employment among women who desired different numbers of children. How 
ever, women who wanted more than one child rated feeling guilty about 
leaving child, lack of time for children and negative effects on the 
children as more important (but not significantly more important) costs 
of employment than did women wanting only one child. | 
9 ; 


Overall Differences nabeaen Woman Desiring One end More Than One Child 
id 
Tn ‘order to attempt to assess women's overall satisfaction with parenthood’ 


et employhent and motivation “for additional parenthood, additive summary 
measures of each oe the these variables were computed. Satisfaction with 
parenthood (SAT) was conceptualized as the sum of the importance ratings 
of| the rewards QR; .) and costs c, ) of ‘parentivod in general (i.e., SAT = 
mR, - tc). ner with sajitraci, based on the perceived rewards 
and costs of employment, ii motivation for an additional child, baged on 
the perceived rewards. and costs ace an sddtitoasd child, were derived a ° 
the same manner. This conceptualization and methodology are more fully, 
discussed in previous papers (Beckman, “in iv bae) "Degen 
Results showed BoaE women who dedized only children showgd lo tayer: F 
overall rewards of parenthood in satel (p <.01), lower rewards of 
,additipnal children @ <.01), lower satisfaction with sia ag Ae <.01) 
_-and lower ‘motivation for an additional child (p <.01) than “ata women who desired 
two or more, children. In contrast, women who desired an only, child saw 
higher revarde of parenthood in general, higher costs of work and had . 
_ higher perceived satlataction with parenthood than did women =e did ‘not 
_ desire any ¢ children. These results confirm common sense predictions. 
ionen choose their desired family size on the basis of the positive or 
negative values of parent hood which they consider ‘iportant. 
,. Answergto an open-ended question asking why a particular family size 
was desired provide corroborating data. Women who wanted. one child were 
more likely to mention the negative aspects of parental as a reason for 
their family size desires than were those wanting two or more children | 
(28 percent versus five percent, x x2 = 13. 04, p <.01). — desiring two 
children were more likely (than one child women) to mention the problems of . 
- 10 | 
9 


4 


: | rf. 
mene an only child (24 percent versus zero favkank, ro = 4,22, <. 05), 
_ and women who desired two or more children were more likely to state a family 
” gize was good for the children than were those desiring one child (2 percent 
versus zero percent, 2 = 5.88, p <.05). Women who desired three or jmore 
children their liking for children influences their family size desires 
: (23 percent-three oe more children; six percest~one shild; four percent- 

two eres = ak 6a. p <.01), while those ho desired smaller fanily , 
sizes were more dodaacond about the cinbed they could handle (39 percent- 


‘tone child; 37 Pha a suiamenes 16 percent-three or more children) 


i 


e 
. 


~ 


(x? =\30.04, 2 2.01), ¢ 
at Promoti _PEo ession toa Higher Parity as Related to Current Pari 
One additional analysis related - to desire fie a specific family ae 
considered the question of the values that influence most one child women 
to have another child as compared with the values influencing women with 
two or more children to‘ have an add ena ‘child (see Table 4). Women with | 


, ( Insert Table 4 About Here pes 
one child who desired at least’ one additional child were more likely to 
vate as important in decisions regarding additional children companionship 
for one's present child/children es <.01), love for the husband (p <.01), 
the husband's desire for another child (p <.01), thé challenge aspects ae 
parenthood (p <.05) and desire for a bey (p <.05) than were women a two, 
or more children who desired at least one more child. One child women 
were less ' ‘Likely to mention liking for big families than were two or more 
children women (p <.01). The one child, women were less likely to feel 
they were too old to have another child (p <.05), to think their husband 
did not want another child (p <.01) or to think an additional child would 
have a negative effect on present children @ <.05). Theke teanlte may 

11 

10 ; , 


oe ae 


values of parenthood. They were less likely to think children were fun 


a a ' Lee aie 
4 ‘a Me 


wee that va one child ,women were more ‘likely to depire another . 


——— eS 


. Sie. ceastudies ‘for- their child. . “ie ee, 
$ °°  _ptacussion site oh ee” 


. , 


The 18 women ir this sample whé desired one child’ appear ‘to fall in-' 


termediate between those who desired no children and those who desired 


two or more children on their ratings of the importance of various positive 


3 


! . : i 
to he aroufd and to enjoy children's activities or hildcare tasks than ee ae 
re women, who desired two or more children. They also were less likely ee 
to believe. in the importance of having ‘a family, the positive i uel | : ¥ 


of parenthood on marriage or in children as an expression of ibve for 

the husband. On the costs side, they were more concerned about children 
limiting freedom and the extra work caused by children than vere women 
who desired two or more children. In general, chey had lower satisfaction -, 


with and motivation for parenthood than women destting two or more cuete- 
ZF . 


‘ren but higher satisfaction with sdvbcticsa and higher cons of enployment 


' than women ‘desiring no children. Analysis of reasons for wanting different 


family sizes revealed that persons who wanted at least two ehiliren more.’ 


re mentioned that this family size was good for the children or, 


_ the pepbione of an only child than did women desiring tne child who were 
+ 


‘more Likely to indicate the negative aspects of parenthood in general. 
Comparison of women who had one child and desired a ig child with 
women who had at least two children and desired another child revealed 
that the ‘iatand’s aaice for another child, Tove for the husband, desire 
fora male child and companionship for a present child were rated as 
more important by the one child women. In eee to higher slice 


women, women with one child who desired to bear a second child did not 


u 12° - 


_ do 96 because of their ,paraonal satisfactions to be gained from children 


" fut rather becauge. of normative pressures ‘i altruistic. concerns involving 


a Ps ftrat child and-husband. : 

| = . A ebooe Sonéideions based on any snali sample. mat be drava with 
. a emitton,, these results suggest, oe mLneSe of waly children generally 
care not enanored ten childbearing. Although they. perceive considerable_ é “ , 

: fy “Pg ; ‘ aatiafaction eae parenthood ,and generally hao a Positive. satisfaction’ , : Rs 
; 7 “with patenthood index; they’ at first glance appear not to be as satisfied | 
= . “sith, parenthood as their higher parity sisters. They sop their present .« 


4 ss ‘child as leas enjoyal \e and ae having a less positive effect: on their 


i ‘iveliea: than do! + ir higher parity sisters. ‘They are somewhat more 


: sivad. in alternative role. activities such as employment 


aS ‘ 


fn 6a “and, thu, are more concerned about the limitations of fresdon’ and acti- 
ea . By ae vities’ that f 11 dren cause. - °. ue : i i i . a : 
“ a A reasonable pyporhests Bight ‘be that: the lukewarm or conflicted . —— 


as : pe. ¢ ae attitudes. tovard ‘parenthood of women who Snob an ‘only child Sight ne- 

ce " gatdyely affect. the parent-child relationships and family. interaction patterns. a. 

| “5 While it” jaa’ been suggested that dteturbed interaction patterns (Eiduson, 
1976) and abide diaaetmied in the’ child (Terhune, 1974), are tore - 


| “character iatic of. only child families, ‘Fesearch regarding the character~ . 


ert . ee -Aatten of only children and their families is still in its infancy- and 


* 


conflicting results also are available... Furthermore, in the present sample, si 
-* * certain pacapeat benefits of parenthood, such as pride in, the child's 
* ™ gacet ars arma aes aiding the ‘child's learning and development, received ( 


Rtance ice ratings Towed most wonen a who desired” ‘ant y children. ~ ‘Such 
7 ‘persqnal benefits may’ pre-empt the significance of otha costs or benefits, 


te 


1 he, as lotig as such personal benefits are ra ed highly by the fsa! 
she will fia the parent-cnaka relationship erates se 


' « 
. 


7 ‘12 ; 


, : : hues 
aaa ~ oR Ss 
’ 


ogy) amy RR most highly rated personal benefit ‘of parent od, eta the 


- 


Ks saree between ‘parent and child, was rated as gh by only child | 
eed 


rs oad : choosera as by other women. Thus, despite their need for frecdon and 
. ‘other activities and their ‘often lukewarm attitudes toward some aspects. 
of . childbearing, thoae’ who desired, an only child clained to have satis— 


* 


oe ficdery (or~even advantaged) relationships’ with their child in this one’ 


: important area compared to orher vonen. Whether, to paraphrase a Line. 
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Footnote 


~~ Ligwards of parenthood include felationship with the child Wik ee 
and ‘getting Love) P andovennt of children, watching their en fe 
ment, salt -developoeat and growth, ‘fulfillent, and nef, ping sail guiding 


" y the child's growth and development. Costs of paredthicod ‘include Lintegtion 


of freedom, opportunity aa pelviies “interference with a care » the great 


~ 


" responsibility involved,. worry regarding the child, and enaetat costs. 
Revards of employment include self-definition and estees, tae : 


mental eee social interaction and financial benefits. Cente of” 


employment include lack of os for other caper ance or activities, dinter- , 


ference with need’ of the children, routine aad lack of atEpapey, and. 


dislike of the chara avdetics of the partftular job. An unpublished 


» "The Relative rds and beste of ‘Parenthood and Baploynent of. 
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Table 2. Mean Values of’ Structured Positive Parenthood . 


\ 


Items by Number of Children Desired - 
me : ' 
Items 9 Want 0 Want 1 Want 2+ 
; svi bomen parent and child = * 3.76 ## 6.72 6.64 
Pride in children's sccomplishments 4.65 ** 6.50 6.50 
| having a fanily 3600/46 5.33 44,6039 
"Enjoy being a patent V2.1 ae 5.89 6.36 
Aid in development and learning '. » 3.71 #* 5.72 6.21 
(teaching role) 
Observe growth in children 3.47 wk 5.67 6.077 
nator activities with children a 3.23 ** 5.28 6.06 Woe | 
Social contribution 4.76 5.28 5.93 
Fun to be argund children 2676 #* 4.67 *# 5.97 


+ “Ghatlenge of being a parent =” = 2.65.## 5,00 * 5.88 


| Self-development and growth =| 3 3,12 * 5.115475 
1° ~~ Sense of fulfiliment : 2.23 #* 4.89 Sel 3 
Enjoy taking care.of children 2.29 ** 4.39 **. 5.70 ; 
(nurturance) - ; © 4 - os a‘ ‘ 
) ‘ 
Expression of love toward iibanal 3.00 = 3.56 ** 5.64 
~*~ 
‘Provide me with companionship 2.35 ** 4.67... 9.45 
wei Coni£e rt in old age : 2.88 * 4.56. ° 5.4 
: . mS . v ey % . , bi 
’ Keep me feeling young 2.00 * 4.00 4.77 
Part of me will live on 2.35 3.39 4.76 
(immortality) , 
decengihes marttel toed! < “2 3,06 #® 3,00 we ACD | 
eee (positive effect on ite anit oma ernaaa ae i —— ———#4-+ 
' Carry on family name “and . oy 4 
t traditions : 2.23 2.39°** 4.36 
” # * * - “redlt 
RRp <.01 20 ns 
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_< Table 3. Mean Values of Structured 
: . Items by Number of Children Desired 
Item" ; 
-— m Great easpounibiiicy , 


; Worry about child's health 
. °* and well-bediisig 


Worry about the world 
children grow up in 


“Hard to find good childcare. . 
Discipline problems : “ 
TH | Economic costs i. 
‘Children somet ines irritating 
Population problem 


Feel guilty spending time away 


Extra vork ; 
Less tine to do other things 
Lande. freedom ‘and privacy 
. Doubts about own adequacy 4 


Noise, mess, annoyance ° |" — 
e* 
Don't have patience for 

ree raising children - 


Interfere with employment 
c- { 7 
Negative effect on marriage 


’ 


ished Se ae On . 
*p<.0S 
\. , 


1 ° Don't alwaye turn out as wanted 


c 


( 


sod “4.78 5.69. 


5.12 5.06 5.42 
4.00 2.06. 42.13 
5.06 3.89 4.58 


4.53 3.28 %% 4,52. 


5.29 4.67 4.31 
6.29% 472 3.96 


_ 472 - 3.39. 3.76 


id 


3.230 3.61 3.78 


4.29.’ 4.22% 3.15 
4.89 ** 2.78 3.02". 


5.18. °3.96 &* 2.69 


3.29 3.33 2.62 
4.00 3.00 2.38 


. 5.06 | 3.21 = 2.15 


4.0 * 2.06 2.13 
4.26 2.83 2.05 


‘ ; 
Negative Parenthood’ 
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Table 4. Summary of Meatis of Additional Children 


Items for Women Who Want More CKildren , 


fant “compaditon for my child 
Like large families 
Husband vants a child 


; ‘Challenge of being a parent 
* 


Expression of love toward husband 
Want a Boy 


_ Costs ~% : ‘ 


o 


Tbo old to have a child 
Have socugh epiiaven aivuaay e 


‘Childfen sonet ines irritating 
" ‘Negative effect on present children 


"Eowtand doesn' t want a child 


Great rdeponatbtiiey 
4 
a 
” w ies 
: —_—— , 
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: ee 
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Have One Have More Than 


Child 


5.99 


3.41 | 


4.77 
5.12 
4.86 
4.29 


One Child 


4540, etna 


5.00 
2.77 
4.38 
3.77 
"3.49 


2.88 ~  S 
2.96 
3.55 

1.38 

2.96 
5.63. . 


